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In rtctnt ysari an tffsctlvft schools literature has amergtd that 
attempts to systematically identify guiding characteristics for school 
Improvement. The ultimate goal of this school improvement is to 
increase the academic achievement of all students. In fact the roots of 
the effective schools movement reside in issues of student equity: that 
is* a concern for improving academic achievement in schools with large 
populations of students disadvantaged through class or race. 

In discussing the implications of the effective schools literature 
Purkey and Smith (1985) established a succinct and pragmatic connection 
between staff development and school effectiveness: 

"School improvement can be helpfully conceptualized as a process of 
staff development directed toward implementing in a school those 
characteristics associated with school effectiveness" (p. 63). 

This statement raises the question: How can staff development be 
structured to srtrve as a lever for school improvement? This paper 
addresses this question by analyzing and synthesizing empirical studies 
that have reported an impact of staff development on significant 
characteristics of effective schools (as identified by the effective 
schools literature). First, however, the choice and conception of the 
term "staff development" is discussed, followed by the construction from 
the research literature of a taxonomy of critical dimensions of staff 
development. The selected effective school characteristics then are 
related to and categorized with^ these critical dimensions. The 
resulting schema is employed in the synthesis of research by carrying 
out a form of conf igurative mapping to illuminate recurring trends and 
associations between staff development and effective siihool variables. 
A second analysis is concerned with reported constraints in targeting 



stafl developmtnt toward eht attalnm«nt| and malntanance, of tht various 
character latlcs of an effective school. Finally, the Implications of 
these findings for research on staff development are discussed* 
The Conception of Staff Development 

While "the continuing education of teachers," "Inservlce 
education," "professional development," and "staff development" of';en 
have been used as Interchangeable terms In both schools and the 
literature, the choice of "staff development" Is an important and 
deliberate one In this paper. Staff development has b nn defined as any 
systematic attempt to change the orientations (beliefs and attitudec) 
and practices of school personnel for an articulated purpose (GrJffln, 
1983a)* This definition connotes a concern for galvanizing all the 
people employed in a school to working more effectively toward a common 
goal. 

Although a function of professional development has been described 
as supporting schools to enact program Improvements (Joyce, 1980' , this 
term usually implies a focus on "the continuing development of the 
Individual practitioner, usually the teacher" (Edelfelt^ 1984, p. 100). 
Here the uns!:ated assumption is *:hat the development of an individual 
teacher's knowledge and skills, or revltalizatlon of commitment, will 
improve his or her classroom effectiveness; and that by either a 
contagious process or the professional development of a sufficient 
number of teachers (whatever that might be), the total education (or 
achievement) of each student in a secondary school will be enhanced. 
There are at least three limitations to this approach, as far as 
improving the academic achievement of students is concerned. First* it 
fails to recognize that other professional and paraprofessional staff 
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(such as administrators » counselors» aides) affect students* success In 
school (Griffin, 1983a; Edelfelt, 1984). Second, the Implementation of 
a new practice, especially a complex or radically different one, ^ 

Involves the teacher In the risk of (real or apparent) fumbling and 
creating a bad Impression among colleagues: a situation which usually 
results In avoidance of any attempt at change or premature abandonment 
of the new practice (Little, 1984). Finally, by unilaterally addressing 
Individuals It neglects the fact that changing a complex social 
Institution Involves more than amending Individual parts (Arends et al, 
1980; Edelfelt, 1984). 

The label "Inservlce education" also tends to suffer from the first 
shortcoming. Additionally, It Is usually used as a broader term for all 
forms of formal, professionally-oriented education for teachers who are 
assumed to have completed Initial training and certification 
requirements* These teachers participate In inservlce education for a 
variety of different reasons, and Inservlce programs, like preservlce 
education, traditionally are focused on Individual, rather than 
collective, goals. 

While staff development, as conceived here. Includes the 
professional growth of Individuals, a collective purpose Is essential 
for school Improvement. Interestingly, Edelfelt (1984) has suggested 
that In practice staff development Inevitably results In either 
professional development o£ school Improvement » depending on whether the 
staff decides to concentrate on Individual or school level development. 
Although there Is the Implication that these are mutually exclusive 
choices, he admitted that the broader context of school improvement has 
both "Individual and collective purpose." Thus, def Inltlonally we have 
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thtt btglnnlng of t synbloClc r«latlonahlp btcwa«n Individual and 
collectiva acaff davalopmenc and achool improvenent. 
Critical Diaanaiona off Staff Pavalopmtnt 

Staff davelopment haa baan found to compriac an eclactic collaction 
of activitiea and programa that vary widaly in function, aourca of 
initiation and reaponalbillty, and practicea of implemantation (Goodlad» 
1984; Lanier, 1984; Little, 1981; Moore & Hyde, 1981). These activities 
are so dispersed that many are invisible, with most school districts* 
administratora not perceiving them "as having any common staff 
development function" and being "unaware of the extent of teacher 
involvement" (Moore & Hyde, 1981, p. 107). 

The comolexity of such a aituation has prompted the development of 
conceptual frameworks or schemes for classifying and examining staff 
development activities. For example, Joyce (1980) described four major 
systems that interact to form a structural model of inservice teacher 
education (ISTE) : governance (i.e., decision-making structures), 
substance (i.e., context and process), delivery (including incentives 
and trainer-trainee relationships), and modes (i.e., forms of delivery). 
A "profile" of staff development developed by Fenstermacher and Berliner 
(1983) isolated four different organizational dimensions (each on a 
continuum): source of initiation (external or internal) » purpose 
(compliance-remediation-enrichment), number of personnel involved (from 
all teachers to one teacher), and reason for participation (by mandate 
or free choice). Although both of these frameworks apparently have been 
constructed with reference to the research literature, the more focuaed 
definition of staff development adopted here and some more recent 



rt8««rch suggested a somtwhat different taxonomy for examining the 
relationship to school cffectlvaness. 

The frequenoy cited Rand Change Agent Study Indicated chat the 
originator of the Idea or project was of no Importance in determining 
teacher commitment to a change effort (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978). On 
the other hand, what was Important to successful Implementation and 
maintenance of new practices was whether teachers were Involved In 
collaborative planning. Teacher participation, rather than 
teacher-lnltlatlon. In planning was the critical cor^trlbutor to the 
development of 'a sense of ownership.' Admittedly, this study did not 
directly evaluate staff development but was concerned with the broader 
context of school change associated with various federally funded 
projects. However, a study that did focus on staff development (and 
school success) reported that teacher collaboration In staff development 
planning was an Influential factor In a program's success and a school's 
effectiveness (Little, 1981). Little's conclusion that "the more 
collaborative the approach, the greater the Influence" could be 
Interpreted as Implying teacher Involvement In Initiation produces a 
greater effect than collaboration which begins at a slightly later 
stage. Other studies, however, lend support to the Insignificance of 
the source of Initiation In comparison to the engagement and support of 
teachers In organizing staff development programs (Joyce, 1980; 
Lawrence, 1974; Lleberman & Miller, 1984). 

Therefore, the notion of governance, in the form of "the 
decision-making structures which legitimize activities and govern them" 
(Joyce, 1980) , la suggested as the first critical dimension of staff 
development. Although the above studies emphasize the advantages of 



school Mtt govtrnance, rtitarch on currtnt practlcos suggest that 
other fonts are probably nore coiomon. In examining the configuration of 
staff development In three school districts, Hoore & Hyde (1981) 
observed marked differences In the control and organization of 
activities: school-based responsibility predominated In one district; 
district office control almost exclusively In a second, and a mixture In 
the third district which had the lowest level of activity. Variations 
also were found In the extent of participation among districts In 
programs sponsored by external agencies, such as university education 
departments. Unfortunately, these researchers were "unable to assess 
the quality of specific staff development activities." Four 
possibilities for governance of staff development can be Identified: a 
collective school staff (teachers and administrators) , school 
administration (only), school district central office, and an external 
agency (e.g., university graduate school, teacher association, or 
regional education agency) . 

The second proposed dimension concerns the process (and conditions) 
of program Implementation. Obviously the governance structure Is a 
significant factor In determining this process, but Important additional 
variables are the forms of technical and personnel support and 
assistance (Hutson, 1981), and the role of the principal and other 
administrative staff (Cox, 1983). One would expect that the type of 
teaching-learning techniques employed In staff development programs 
would also be significant, but considerable dissent exists on this 
question. A meta-analysis of quantitative studies on the effects of 
In-servlce training programs Indicated that observations of classroom 
practice, micro teaching, audio/video feedback sessions, and practice 
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arc significantly more effective than other Instructional techniques 
(Wadst 1984) • This same study failed to support the conclusion of 
others (Joyce & Showers i 1981 i 1982) that coaching i Including 
peer-»coachlng (Shoversi 1984) i Is a particularly effective method. It 
should be rememberedi however i that most school effectiveness 
characterlstlcs~other than the overall goal of academic 
achievement— are not easily measured In quantitative termst and studies 
that recognize this problem by using qualitative approaches are excluded 
from meta-analysis. The failure to describe the specific 
teaching-learning techniques In many staff development studies suggests 
that either this variable is not considered significant or no particular 
techniques are used consistent ly» probably because they are 
contextually-speclf Ic: a position that» as explained later^ applies to 
"delivery." 

The third I and final » critical dimension for the taxonomy of staff 
development Is purpose. Without a specific and shared purpose or 
"focus I " collaborative staff development "turns out to be something of a 
fruitless exercise" (Llttle» 1981t p. 32). And further^ staff 
development Is Influential when It provides: (a) an explicit set of 
alms of demonstrable relevance on which to work; (b) a degree of 
specificity and concreteness In language for discussion and Ideas for 
translation Into practice; and (c) a focus for promoting Interactions 
among teachers and administrators In the course of their work (Little t 
1981). The content or substance of staff development Is closely related 
to the purpossi when described In this way^ and therefore can be treated 
as part of this dimension rather than being delineated separately. This 
point Is reinforced by the fact that the studies showing a relationship 
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between staff development and effective echool characterlatlcs 
represented a wide diversity In the actual content of the staff 
developmenf programs # The Implication of this observation Is that the 
type of content Is not a critical variable In Identifying effective 
staff development • 

The broad purposes of staff development have been categorized Into 
three types: societal (e.g., responding to desegregation or Integration 
Issues)* Institutional or organizational (e«g«9 developing a common set 
of student expectations or revamping the organization of the 
curriculum), and Instructional (e«g«, Improving students* **tlme on 
tasIc^O (Griffin, 1982). Arends, Hersh and Turner (1980) proposed a 
typology of four purposes, two of which concern school Improvement and 
two relate to professional (but are labelled **staff") 
development-*-"keeplng up with new knowledge and skills** and ** lifelong 
learning and renewal*** The first category Is for locally derived 
problems and covers both Instructional and organizational Issues, while 
the second school Improvement category applies to externally derived 
activities Intended to solve problems that emerge from the large society 
(such as legislated career education or malnstreamlng) . Given the 
almllarlty of these typologies, the somewhat more discriminating Griffin 
scheme will be adopted here* 

Classification of problems is essentially determined by the nature 
of the goals or problems to which a program is addressed* Societal 
goals tend to be political and raise issues of values and ultimately, 
power (Arends et al, 1980)* Institutional goals involve social 
relationships and group and organizational dynamics, where contextual 
understanding and change is embedded in the perspectives of the actors* 
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Instructional goals, on the other hand, can be regarded as having a 
technical or training orientation, especially where goals are derived 
directly from research on teaching with the expectation that the 

function of staff development Is to help teachers master new skills 
(Felman, 1981). Thus, the three different purposes lead to either a 
political, social, or technical focus. 

An explanation for omitting various other variables should be 
offered. Since both "mode" and "delivery" are highly context-dependent 
(related to purpose, content and situation) variables, comparisons of 
different systems are not particularly meaningful. Such decisions are 
more appropriately treated as part of the governance and process 
dimensions. This Is not to deny the Importance of variables such as 
Incentives, but to suggest that they should be negotiated In the context 
of a governance system. Staff development for school effectiveness Is a 
process Involving whole school staffs (Gourter & Ward, 1983), although 
for some Instructional purposes In secondary schools, programs based on 
departments or cross-sectional representation may be more manageable and 
profitable (Purkey & Smith, 1985). Nevertheless, the Issue on the 
number of personnel Is not how many but what form of Involvement — a 
process or governance decision. Similarly, the question of voluntary or 
mandatory participation should not be an Issue: self -governance In the 
form of collaboration and colleglallty cannot be mandated (Lleberman & 
Miller* 1984). When governance of staff development resides outside the 
school, then the reward system and Incentives for participation 
(mandated being a negative reward) become significant. The more 
Important questions, however, concern the means of motivation and 
support for establishing and sustaining a commitment to the goals of 

ERIC ^ 



• • -1 

10 

school tffttctlventtt. Thtse qutttlont will bt dltcusstd latftr. 

Flnallyi tlm«<»fr«qutncy and duration-- hava baan laolattd as a critical 
consideration In designing staff developnent: but the only proposition 
offered seems self-evident: that the more opportunities teachers have 
for working on and trying out Ideas i the more likely changes In 
classroom practice will resul'c (Little, 1981). 
Characteristics of Effective Schools " . 

A recent synthesis of the effective schools research literature 
(Purkey & Smith, 1983) delineated four Initial "process variables" that 
define school climate and culture, and nine "organizational and 
structural variables" that can be Installed by administrative practices, 
as the elements constituting a model for an effective school. The model 
has been criticized for being predominately base^! or. research In 
elementary schools, and lacking transferability to the more complex 
organization of secondary schools (Cuban, 1983). Furkey and Smith 
(1985) have partly denied this claim by Indicating that only one of the 
literature sources for their model Is based essentially on elementary 
school research. Nevertheless, while maintaining the applicability of 
the 13 elements and In particular the "cultural" characteristics, they 
acknowledge that some of the organizational characteristics are likely 
to be more problematic In secondary schools. In particular, elements 
that Impinge on curriculum and teaching, such as "Instructional 
leadership" and "curriculum articulation and organization," are more 
complex In secondary schools. 

Although these last two characteristics might be somewhat elusive, 
they must be regarded as significant attributes capable of being 
Influenced by staff development In a secondary school. As this paper Is 
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concftratd with thfse tfftctlvft achool charaec«rlatlc8 on which 
«chool-£ocu«ed staff davelopment can have some Impact, only five other 
variables identified by Purkey and Smith were selected. In addition to 
all four process variables of "collaborative planning and collegial 
relationships, sense of connunity, clear goals and high expectations 
commonly shared, and order and discipline," the three organizational 
variables of "instructional leadership," "curriculum articulation and 
organization," and "maximized learning time" were included. Besides 
"schoolwide staff development," which was itself one of the 
organizational variables, control of the remaining variables (such as 
"staff stability" and "district support") would appear to reside outside 
a school building and its staff, generally at the district office level. 
Relationship of Effe ctive School Characteristics to Dimensions of Staff 
D evelopment 

The seven effective school characteristics can be categorized 
within the three dimensions of staff development. Purkey and Smith's 
(1983) distinction between "process" and "organizational" variables did 
not lend itself to this task as only one of their process variables, in 
addition to one of their organizational variables, seemed applicable to 
the process by which staff development is implemented. 

As already suggested, a number of research studies have identified 
"collaborative planning and collegial relationships" (which in turn can 
lead to "a sense of community" among a school staff who develop a shared 
language and reciprocally supportive relationship) as important features 
of successful staff development programs (Jacullo-Noto, 1984; Joyce, 
1980; Little, 1981; Tikunoff, Ward & Griffin, 1979). "Instructional 
leadership" from the principal, not in the guise of an authority but as 
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a 8upportlv« and contributing meab«r of the collegial collective, also 
has been foutd to be critical (Little, 1981). Significantly, except in 
noat cases for the provision of technical assistance or classroom 
support (Cox, 1983; Elliott, 1978; Jacullo-Notb, 1984; Tikunoff, Ward & 
Griffin, 1979), no other particular strategies or incentives were 
necessary for improved practices to result. Issues of time, rewards, 
specific goals and procedures were negogiated as part of the 
collaborative process, with different resolutions in different contexts 
(Jacullo-Noto, 1984). In other words, the two effective school 
characteristics of collaborative planning and Instructional leadership, 
supported by classroom and technical assistance, appear to represent 
sufficient conditions of an effective process for structuring staff 
development. Since the staff development activities studied in the 
above cited research covered instructional, institutional, and societal 
goals, these conditions can be assumed to apply irrespective of purpose. 

The fostering of collaborative planning and collegial relationships 
can also be a specific goal or stated purpose of a program. This goal 
and the five remaining effective school characteristics can serve as the 
categories of specific goals (i.e., the purpose dimension) in the 
taxonomy. Others have similarly advocated deriving goals and content 
from the research on effective teaching (Griffin, 1983b; Vaughan, 1983). 
The six goals can be stated as follows: 

. fostering collaborative planning and collegial relationships; 
. promoting a sense of community, 

. developing an explicit and commonly shared set of clear goals 

and high expectations of students; 
. establishing a sense of order and discipline in the school; 
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. Improving curriculum articulation and organization; and 
. maximizing student learning time. 

While school staff governanca of staff development implies 
collaborative planning, a collaborative planning process does not 
necessarily imply collective staff governance. No other characteristic 
suggested itself as an obvious component of the governance dimension. 
Therefore in examining staff development studies it seemed worthwhile 
recording the type of governance structure, using the four categories 
described earlier. 

Synthesis of Research 

Numerous authors have lamented the lack of systematic empirical 
studies on staff development (Arends et al, 1980; Fenstermacher & 
Berliner, 1983; Griffin, 1982, 1983b; Hutson, 1981; Joyce, 1980; Moore & 
Hyde, 1981), with the situation, similar to f,chool effectiveness 
research, exacerbated for secondary education. For this reason many 
reviews and commentaries on the literature have drawn on sources 
indirectly, rather than directly, related to staff development, such as 
organizational development and change, and effective teaching. A more 
optimiwtic but still cautionary note, however, has been sounded by 
Griffin (1983a) who claimed that recent research has provided "a hint of 
predictability" to staff development efforts, although he acknowledged 
the exploratory nature of these findings and the frequency of conceptual 
and methodological enigmas. 

Given that over two years have elapsed since these last comments 
were written, during which staff development has continued to receive 
increased attention in the educational literature, it was surmised that 
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sufficient, rigorous studlts now txlsttd to enable a focus on staff 
development research (and the closely related areas of professional 
development and Inservlce education). The results stlH. confirm the 
general paucity of empirical research but also Indicate that Griffin's 
temperate words and caveats were well chosen. 

A comprehensive review of the literature was beyond the scope of 
this study. Instead, major studies of school-focused staff development 
that satisfied the following criteria were Identified: 

(I) one or more of the seven effective school characteristics were 
reported as a specific outcome of a staff development program; 

(II) the purpose, governance and process of Implementation of the 
program were described or could be Inferred; and 

(III) the study appeared to be methodologically sound. 
Preference was given to studies that. If not focused cn, at least 

Included high schools. Unfortunately, the literature often failed to 
distinguish between elementary and high schools, and no study meeting 
the above criteria conceptualized staff development as addressing the 
unique problems of high schools. And owing to a lack of studies In 
which shared goals and (high) expectations was an outcome, two reports 
of programs In elementary schools only were Included. 

Another serious problem was that much of the literature was weak on 
methodological details. The result was, that based on the Information 
supplied, the reader frequently was unable to judge the validity of the 
claims and conclusions drawn by the authors. Other writers who have 
reviewed or cited some of these same studies apparently have assumed 
faith In the methodologies employed. Given this limitation, the 
findings of many studies have been taken at face value. 
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A sumnary of the synthesis of nine studies Is provided In Table 1 



INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 



This table Is not Intended to Identify or Imply the existence of simple 
process-product relationships, but to Illuminate contextual 
configurations of staff development that appear to facilitate effective 
school characterlst5.cs. Two major themes are apparent: the 
relationship of staff governance and/or a collaborative planning process 
to the enhancement of colleglallty ; and the place and source of 
technical assistance In achieving effective school characteristics. A 
third but less distinctive Issue Is the role of Instructional leadershii, 
In staff development for school Improvement. 
Collaborative Planning and Colleglal Participation 

The first four reports listed (Griffin, Lleberman & Noto, 1983; 
Joyce, 1980; Little, 1981; Tlkunoff, Ward & Griffin, 1979), where 
governance resided with teachers (In the first and last case shared with 
external researchers through the use of an Interactive research and 
development or action research model, and In the second case shared with 
members of the school's community), all proclaimed collaborative 
planning and decision-making as a key part of the Implementation process 
(as would be expected) and Increased colleglallty as an outcome. Only 
one (Joyce, 1980) had such an outcome as a stated goal. In this case, 
the Urban/Rural School Development Program, which was aimed at Involving 
school staff and community members equally and collaboratively In 
organizing staff development activities, from one to two years was 
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required to create parity In declslon-iuking and to become effective. 
Rather than having a societal purpose* the primary goals In the other 
three cases were classroom Instruction-oriented, being respectively: 
reducing disruptive behavior In the classroom; Implementing mastery 
learning; and Increasing student time on task. Another common outcome 
reported In these four studies was an enhanced sense of efficacy among 
the participants, both In relation to problem-solving and engaging and. 
learning from peers. If this evidence only hints at the potential of 
self-governing staff development for revitalizing teachers, then the ' 
universal comment that "a new appreciation of the concept of teaching" 
(Jacullo-Noto, 1984) resulting from participating in the first (action 
research) program confirms this potential. 

In reports where the governance of staff development was other than 
school staff, a clear relationship emerged. Provided that a high or 
moderate emphasis was placed on collaborative planning of the program, 
then collegial relationships were enhanced. Such programs were also the 
only ones in which institutional goals were attained, such as improved 
curriculum articulation and organization, and school climate or sense of 
community. A survey of research on staff development conducted over a 
decade ago reached an even broader conclusion: that courses where 
teachers were collaboratively involved in planning were more likely to 
accomplish their objectives (Lawrence, 1974). 
Technical Assistance 

An interesting difference, both within the staff governance 
programs and across all programs, was the use and source of technical 
assistance. The two action research models, of course, incorporated 
technical assistance from external researchers. This assistance has 
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b«€n cUlMd to often be critical In dealing with complex teaching 
problene (Tlkunoff at alg 1979): not In the senae of experts providing 
ready-made anavera but In helping teachers grapple with '*a 
well-conceptuallaed problem** (Griff Ing 1983b). The Rand Change Agent 
Study similarly atresaed the importance of **ataf f-aupport activities" in 
reporting that on-going claaaroom assistance resulted in teachers having 
a greater senae of efficacy (McLaughlin & Marsht 1978) • These 
activities » however » included both the use of outside resource personnel 
and project meetings that *^provided teachera with crucial collegial 
support in their efforts to change and grow" (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978, 
p« 86), Again good consultancy was characterizad by aaaisting teachers 
solve problems for themselves t as well as furnishing concrete practical 
advice* Yet a cautionary note was added: 

"Ironically, even *good' consultants actually diminished project 
outcomes in some cases. Consultants often unintentionally preempted 
staff -learning opportunities and prevented teachers from learning to 
Implement project strategies for themselves" (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978, 
p. 78). 

While these authors interpreted this finding as indicating the fine 
line between offering too much and too little advice, others have viewed 
this problem as endemic to using external assistance. For example, 
Bentzen (1974) concluded that the I/D/E/A study supported the assumption 
that the solutions to a school* s problems can be found within the 
school. This assumption was manifested in the "peer group strategy" 
which produced school (and staff) improvement. Even in this case, 
however, it was acknowledged that such a strategy enabled internal 
problem-solving. Independent of external resource people, most of the 
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time. Thus the central Issue remains, not whether external assistance 
has a place In staff development, but whether the locus of control of 
problem-solving and decision-making resides within the school staff. 

A tentative generalization from some of#the literature Is that 
external assistance Is more critical for Institutional or organizational 
goals (Cox, 1983; Parkay & Proller, 1985), while colleglal assistance In 
the form of peer support groups (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978; Putnam & 
Barnes, 1984) or peer coaching (Showers, 1983, 1984) Is more effective 
for the purpose of Implementing new Instructional strategies (I.e., 
classroom content). Yet, two of the four studies (In Table 1) that 
reported achieving Instructional goals (I.e., Improvements In classroom 
discipline and student learning time) did not use colleglal assistance 
In their Implementation process (Courter & Ward, 1983; Griffin et al, 
1984). Interestingly, however, these two studies failed to record any 
other outcomes, such as Institutional Improvements. By contrast, the 
outcomes of Increased colleglallty and shared goals and expectations 
were apparent In the other two studies where a collaborative group 
functioned as part of the staff development process (Tlkunoff et al, 
1979; Romberg & Price* 1983). The action research models might also 
i>?em to be exceptions to the generalization, but the external asslsters 
tended to provide research Input, rather than practical teaching 
content, to their collaborative group Investigating an Instructional 
Issue. 

Instructional Leadership 

The form of Instructional leadership of a principal or other 
influential staff member Is a somewhat vexed question In the staff 
development literature. Little (1981) Identified four types of 
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"critical practices" or pattams of Interaction that dlatingulshtd 
school success in laplementiDg mastery learning. Three of these 
;^ractices involved admlnistators and teachers observing each other vorki 
planning and preparing materials together! and teaching each other about 
classroom practice. In other vords> the meaning of "instructional 
leadership" in this study was not directing the troops* but being a 
collegial participant in staff development activities. In addition» 
principals were claimed to be able to promote the four critical 
practices (the fourth being teachers talking about practice) » as well ao 
"norms of collegiality and experimentation!" by "announcing! enacting » 
sanctioning, and defending expectations for precisely those practices as 
central features of the work" in their school (Little, 1981, p. 24). 

A different role for principals is evident when they are trained as 
a separate group to lead the implementation of a district office-planned 
program (Courter & Ward, 1983). This model apparently proved effective 
in achieving a specific instructional goal, the improvement of reading 
and mathematics scores by attending to student time on task. A similar, 
direct leadership role for building and district administrators was 
found successful in implementing various (unspecified) exemplary 
instructional practices when combined with training by a credible 
individual (preferably a peer) and continued classroom assistance 
(Crandall, 1983). Again* the tentative inference can be drawn that 
directive leadership can work for instructional improvement goals, but 
institutional improvement is a more complex undertaking. The later 
demands greater attention to organizational climate and dynamics where 
change can best be enacted in a collegial setting that encourages the 
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gtnulnc conctrns and undtrstandlngs of the manbtrs of the organization 
to emerge* 

Other Emergent Issues 

Two other observations on the synthesis of research presented In 
Table 1 should be offered. First, the concept of "clear goals and high 
expectations commonly shared" (Purkey & Smith. 1983) Is rather elusive 
and difficult to Identify In terms of Its presence or precise meaning as 
a goal or outcome In staff development reports. One meaning appeared to 
be merely the establishment of agreed goals for a staff development 
program, rather than the development of a common explicit philosophy of 
purpose for teachers and students. No study could confidently be 
assumed to have demonstrated the attainment of this characteristic, 
given the latter meaning. On the other hand, one school district has 
Indicated that the Introduction of quality circles contributed to the 
sense of shared purpose among special education staff at the secondary 
level (Bonner. 1982). The application of this Japanese Industrial 
technique to schools, however, has been extremely limited and Judgements 
about the contextual conditions In which It might be effective must 
await further trials. 

Finally, the fostering of a sense of community In a school (as 
Table 1 Indicates) Is not generally viewed In staff development research 
as a characteristic warranting study or attention. Yet a sense of 
community has been described "as the glue that holds all the disparate 
parts of the school together and forges it Into a coherent, successful 
organization" (Rossman, 1985, p. 22). While the development, as already 
reported, of colleglal staff collectives suggests that community 
feelings are evolving, a sense of caring and concern must be extended to 
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all students bsfors a school-vids cooimunlty can ba built t Staff 
development could have a significant role in promoting such a commitment 
by addressing the ways in which the school can involve students in 
cooperative and communal activities (Newmann & Kelly, 1983)* 
Some Obstacles to Effective Staff Development 

Influential staff development programs require the participation of 
a ''critical mass" of faculty, including the principal (Little, 1984) « 
In secondary schools this critical mass, in some cases, might only be 
all the members of a department ofC an inter*^departmental minority, 
dependent on the particular purpose* Nevertheless, collective 
governance and collaborative planning even among this number are 
inhibited by a number of structural features of secondary schools. 

Beginning with their preservice education, teachers are socialized 
into a view of teaching as an individual, private activity rather than a 
collective, shared one (Lortie, 1975)* Generally, prospective teachers 
complete individual study programs with few students sharing common 
causes (except in very small teacher preparation programs) and with 
limited opportunities for developing a collective occupational identity 
(Lanier, 1984). Even the inductive experiences of student and first 
year teaching tend to be regarded as individual challenges to be 
survived, not introductions to a feeling of collegial solidarity 
(Lanier, 1984). This situation can, in large part, be attributed to the 
social and physical organization of high schools. Individual teachers 
are physically isolated in separate classrooms where they have almost 
sacrosanct autonomy over what they do in their interactions with 
adolescents to whom they are confined for most of their workiig day. 
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It is not turprlslng, thttreforti that Little (1981) dltcovtred the 
likelihood of staff development being influential is greatest in schools 
where patterns of colleglal interaction, relating to teaching practice, 
already prevail. In such schools, characterized as having "noms of 
collegiality" (shared work) and "experimentation" (analysis and 
evaluation of practice"), dialogue took place at any opportune time 
(e.g., over lunch) and location (e.g., teachera' lounge, corridors, 
faculty or department meetings), and access to colleagues' classrooms 
was open for observation and critique. The critical issue, however, is: 
How were the structural barriers to such interactions overcome In 
establishing these norms? Unfortunately, Little's (1981) study did not 
address this question. Spady (1984) implied that the major barrier was 
not structural but teachers* conceptualization of their work, with 
collegiality requiring a "paradigm shift." Other studies (Showers, 
1983; Shultz & Yinger, 1982), however, have indicated that collaboration 
Is not consistent with teachers' conditions of work, such as time and 
schedules. The central question then is: Can staff development 
programs which demand and support "collegial team work for 
implementation" (Little, 1984) eventually lead to a change iu "eachers* 
orientation? 

Although, as previously mentioned, staff governance and 
collaboration cannot be mandated, there seems to be some evidence that 
certain conditions can induce active participation. Several strategies 
are suggested by Little's (1984) recent reflection on the implications 
of her earlier study. These are: explicitly inviting teachers to 
contribute knowledge from their observations of practice (and 
demonstrating that their contributions are valued) ; starting with a 
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focus on Issues that are not too close to the classroom and hence 
perceived as less threatening (especially important in schools that 
don*c have a tradition of successful team work); and careful negogiation 
from the beginning of purpose, role expectations and realities (of hard 
work and potential problems) facing the group • A sobering caveat has 
been added to this last strategy i based on experience in four schools: 
*'no negogiation procedure, no matter how stringent, is sufficient to 
anticipate the actual time required, the actual dilemmas faced* the 
nature and pace of observable progress** (Little, 1984, p* 89) « Problems 
or dilemmas to be overcome also have been identified for the first two 
strategies* The tendency of many teachers to be predominately concerned 
with practicality---of ten manifested in demands for or dependence on 
direct, concrete advice on what to do~may threaten attempts to engage 
in a critical analysis of current practices and may override a focus on 
guiding principles for creating an effective school (Lanier, 1984; 
Little, 1984)* An inclination to avoid cognitive strain is exacerbated 
if the leaders of a staff developv'ant program maintain an 
avoidance-at-all-costs approach to any potentially threatening or 
conflict -inducing topics* Thus a fine line must be steered to ensure 
that substantive issues are critically examined without being perceived 
as so personally threatening that participants become disenfranchised* 

The aging status of present high school teaching staff also has 
abetted the problem of eliciting active involvement In collaborative 
staff development* Long years of personal frustrations and limited 
rewards have resulted in habitual and unenthusiastic teaching (Sykes, 
1983) * These teachers tend to have lost their vitality for taking risks 
(Rossman* 1985) , and are likely to hold skeptical attitudes toward staff 
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d«velopm«nt and the profptcts of bringing about change in a conservative 

institution. Nevertheless, two notes of optimism can be offered. 
First, teachers' negative attitudes toward staff development have been 
based on formal programs organized by district or building 
administrators" with little meaningful influence by teachers" (Lanier, 
1984) . Second, deprived of much adult interaction in their work, many 
teachers might welcome the opportunities provided by collaborative 
planning for communication with adults (Rossman, 1985). 

These latter comments are not intended to suggest that 
collaborative staff development can produce long-term solutions to 
'burn-out' and professional oppression. Emphasizing that colleglality 
and other forms of social support only help teachers cope with stress, 
Farber (1984) argued that changes in working conditions (including 
community-wide respect and support) are needed to actually prevent 
'burn-out'. Further exploration of this issue is outside the scope of 
this paper. 

However, conditions of practical support (such as time, resources, 
and staffing) are relevant to this discussion since they have been shown 
to most effectively maintain a commitment to collaborative work (Bird & 
Little, 1983). The principal is a crucial player in arranging these 
concrete forms of assistance, as well as providing less tangible moral 
support. The active "resource person" role of one (admittedly 
elementary) principal in Little's study included "rearrange schedules to 
permit joint work among teachers," "arrange release time for teachers" 
and "report relevant research to teachers" (Little, 1984, p. 94). 
Interestingly, this role evolved from a nore passive, merely approving 
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stanc* ovtr a period of £lv« ytars* Addltloaal Icadtrihlp tact let that 
were identified as sustaining colleglallty and school Improvement were: 

•"announcing expectations for colleglal and experimental work 

•modeling colleglal and experimental work 

•sanctioning teachers' efforts 

•defending and protecting new efforts against Internal and 
external strain" (Llttlsi 1984t p. 99) 

Little (1984) noted two obstacles to such a role. First » 
principals are not traditionally selected* trained or rewarded for 
performing these functions^ Secondi given the size and curriculum 
complexity of a secondary schooli the principal would need to delegate 
many of these tasks to heads of department and other Influential 
teachers t to whom the first obstacle equally-**lf not more 
significantly — applies • In fact considering the orientation of high 
school teachers to personal* subject matter knowledge* the problem looms 
even larger. 

A final comment should be made on a barrier that has been suggested 
as the cause of the earlier observation concerning the lack of attention 
in staff development to promoting a sense of community. In emphasizing 
that "successful schools bond people together and to the organization 
through a sense of concern*" Rossman (1985) attributed the absence of 
personal caring for students In most high schools to the (tacit) view of 
students-as-products. This view* she argued* is reflected in the 
stress on achievement In the effective schools literature. The 
Implications for staff development are that this definition of students 
must first be explicated and then — as with the conception of teaching as 
autonomous and private work—changed. 
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